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1. INTRODUCTION: THE AVAIN2030 PROJECT 
SIGNPOSTED THE WAY TO SUSTAINABLE DE-
VELOPMENT  
 
The UN Agenda 2030 action plan for sustainable development came into effect on 1 January 
2016. The 17 universally accepted goals and 169 targets at its core apply equally to all states 
(UN 2016). In Finland, the Government has defined the preparation of a national programme, 
for the implementation of the global sustainable development action plan, as a cornerstone 
project. The action plan is closely linked to another Government cornerstone project, the for-
mulation of Finland's development policy. 
Implementation of Agenda2030 will require determined efforts at global, national and local 
level and involve a range of open questions and information needs (Odlekop et al. 2016). 
However, it is clear that greater effort will be required for the goals to be implemented at 
every regional level. In many cases, it is likely that previous practices will have to be replaced 
with completely new activities. 
It will be challenging, in many respects, to reconcile internationally defined goals and the 
related indicators with operations at national and local level. One such challenge lies in so-
called “cockpit-ism” (Hajer et al. 2015) i.e. the formulation of goals at international top level, 
as if from the cockpit of an aeroplane. This involves the risk of neglecting grassroots activities 
and the participation of actors involved in the concrete implementation of the goals. 
Finland has excellent opportunities to meet the challenge of cockpit-ism – the starting point 
when planning the national implementation of Agenda2030 is cooperation, spanning the next 
15 years, between central government as a whole and broad-based stakeholder groups.
1
 In 
addition, the process of committing to Finland's national strategy for sustainable development 
already involves a wide range of actors.
2
 As explained in later chapters of this report, Finland 
has fared well in several international comparisons of the implementation of sustainable de-
velopment. 
This report presents the key results of the Avain2030 project – Sustainable Development Key 
Issues and Action Plan 2030. The project aimed to support national sustainable development 
efforts by building an analytical and neutral knowledge base for the implementation of 
Agenda2030. Its primary purpose was to perform an analysis supporting the implementation 
of sustainable development goals and targets, identifying the most urgent key challenges and 
opportunities for sustainable development from the national perspective. The following objec-
tives were defined in the original project plan: 
“The general objective of the Avain2030 project is to provide an overview of 
the initial situation, challenges and opportunities for Finland in implementing 
Agenda2030. On the basis of international comparisons and domestic experi-
ences, the project will also identify key development areas for the Agenda2030 
indicators. 
                                                     
1
 Sustainable development Action Plan Agenda2030: http://kestavakehitys.fi/agenda-2030  
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A special methodological aim involves testing the use of infographics in com-
munications and interaction related to sustainable development. The key re-
sults will be visualised and communicated through infographics. The aim is to 
develop infographics that explicate the central contents and purposes of 
Agenda 2030's implementation in fresh, interesting and – in some cases – 
surprising ways. The project also involves testing the cost-effectiveness and 
assessing the impacts of infographics, particularly in comparison to traditional, 
indicator-based sustainable development communications. 
The result will be evidence-based proposals on the themes, targets and ac-
tions that require special attention in Finland. Finland's ranking in international 
comparisons based on various subject areas will form a key criterion for identi-
fying these focal points. An assessment will be provided of a) the focus areas 
in which Finland is lagging, b) subject areas that are particularly critical for 
Finland and c) focus areas where Finland can be considered a forerunner and 
on the basis of which good practices can be replicated for other subject areas 
and actors.” 
The Avain2030 project was implemented by the Finnish Environment Institute and DEMOS 
Helsinki. It formed part of the implementation of the Government's analysis and research plan 






2. AVAIN2030 MATERIALS AND RESEARCH 
METHODS 
This chapter describes the materials and research methods used in the project. The 
materials comprised proposals by the United Nations Statistics Division for sustain-
able development 2030 indicators; a large number of international, indicator-based 
comparisons of countries; a seminar for stakeholder groups and a workshop for ex-
perts arranged as part of the project; feedback from two expert seminars; and informa-
tion derived from research literature and previous analyses. The project naturally in-
volved the charting of existing knowledge. The main method used comprised a qualita-
tive expert assessment based on interpretations of sustainable development and us-
ing various sources of information. The project was restricted to the sustainable de-
velopment subject areas provided within the framework of the goals and objectives of 
the United Nations Agenda 2030 Action Plan. 
 
2.1 Main phases of the project 
Avain2030 was a multidisciplinary and multisectoral project, combining various materials and 
making use of findings from a range of disciplines. In particular, it was based on a study of 
indicators and assessments and drew on participatory design based on which information 
users are interactively engaged in the knowledge-production process in accordance with a 
so-called transdisciplinary approach (Huutoniemi & Tapio, 2014). 
The project was divided into three main phases, with partial chronological overlaps due to a 
tight schedule (Figure 1). The first empirical phase involved the preliminary mapping of areas 
in which – according to a survey by the Prime Minister's Office (1a) and an indicator-based 
meta analysis (1b) – Finland is either a forerunner or deficient in the implementation of 
Agenda2030. The mapping was supplemented with selected research literature in order to 
gain a comprehensive overview of the topical sustainable development goals most essential 
for Finland. Proposals for key areas to which particular attention should be paid at national 
level (2a) were interactively selected in collaboration with key Agenda2030 actors. 
The first versions of the infographic prepared on the basis of the preliminary results were 
used when interacting with the stakeholder groups. On the basis of these, drafts were pre-
pared of concise, generally intuitive infographics describing the national key areas of sustain-
able development (2b). The final set of infographics (3a) was created in order to visualise the 
deficiencies and possibilities involved in the implementation of Agenda2030 in a fresh and 
graphic manner. The infographics were also intended to be versatile, enabling their diverse 
future use in sustainable development communications on websites, in the social media and 
in PowerPoint presentations. The results of the process were also summarised in a concise, 
final report forming a kind of policy brief (3b). The project results were summarised as a basis 
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Figure 1. The main phases of the project 
 
2.2. The partial assignments in more detail 
Partial assignment 1a: Assessment of existing policy measures 
Partial assignment 1a of the project's first phase assessed the comprehensiveness and suffi-
ciency of current and planned administrative policy measures for implementing Agenda2030. 
This partial assignment was, by nature, a synthesis of expert knowledge. Its source was a 
survey performed by the Prime Minister's Office for various branches of government. Be-
cause the material involved considerable uncertainties, the analysis was carried out on a 
small scale. 
Partial assignment 1b: Finland's ranking in the comparison of indicators 
In partial assignment 1b, areas in which Finland is a forerunner and deficiencies in the im-
plementation of Agenda2030 were identified on the basis of international indicator compari-
sons. This partial assignment was, by nature, a meta analysis involving the extensive compi-




the project, the global indicators selected for the UN process formed the key starting point for 
the analysis. The project reviewed the proposals – which had not been officially approved at 
the time – by the UN expert group for indicators describing the targets of the Agenda. The 
project included a preliminary assessment of the availability of information on these indicators 
at national level in Finland; in addition, the UN's metadata forms were used to assess the 
development status of indicators at international level. The results revealed that the indicators 
proposed by the UN involved so many uncertainties that they could not be directly used for 
assessing sustainable development focus areas in Finland. However, the indicators provided 
guidance on the use of other information during the assessment.  
A large number of relevant, indicator-based country comparisons and other statistical data 
were selected as the actual information used (particularly the OECD's country reviews and 
the Findicator.fi service). These were complemented by other topical studies and reports (e.g. 
Hoffrén et al. 2010; OECD 2015; 2016; Seppälä et al. 2016a; b; the World Economic Forum's 
comparisons of countries). The primary selection criteria for the various sources used in-
cluded their 1) political impact, 2) their comprehensive and up-to-date inclusion of sustainable 
development subject areas, 3) public prominence and 4) scientific validity. The preliminary 
results of partial assignment 1a were taken into account in the analysis. The result was a 
general assessment, based on indicator data, of the Agenda 2030 focus areas, categorised 
in accordance with the sustainable development goals. 
In addition to expert opinions and indicator data, partial assignments 1a and 1b used the 
latest peer reviewed research data and the extensive competencies of the research team, as 
well as their previous research work and reports, particularly in the assessment of policy 
measures, indicators and social experiments (e.g. Korhonen et al. 2015; Lyytimäki 2011; 
Rinne et al. 2013; Ritola et al. 2015). Research data was used to ensure that comprehensive 
account was taken of issues considered essential to sustainable development. 
Partial assignment 2a: Selection of priority areas in a participatory design process 
Partial assignment 2a, during the second phase, involved an interactive, participatory design 
process used to specify the areas in which Finland is either a forerunner or deficient in the 
implementation of Agenda2030. This included selecting key areas in which Finland is a fore-
runner and others considered critical to Finland, based on the UN's framework of17 Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs). Participatory design refers to a process in which partici-
pants interactively strive towards jointly approved, good solutions. An interactive workshop 
process and expert comments were used to arrive at such solutions. The participants in the 
stakeholder group and expert work were assembled in close cooperation with the commis-
sioner of the study. Key participants included the NGOs involved in the Finnish National 
Commission on Sustainable Development, the expert panel for sustainable development and 
the coordinating secretariat of sustainable development.   
Real-time electronic Screen.io software was used in the first stage of the workshop for as-
sessing the current status concerning the 17 Sustainable Development Goals from the per-
spective of Finland's strengths and weaknesses. A numerical assessment on a scale of 1 to 5 
was conducted first. After this, the participants gave their reasons for assessing the attain-
ment of each goal in the way they had. Everyone could see each others' reasons in real time. 
An open, general discussion was conducted after the assessment. The second stage of the 
workshop involved an in-depth study of the three key areas selected during the first stage. 
The participants were asked to choose the most interesting group and elaborate, alongside 
other group members, on the challenges related to the goal. The end result was a richer un-




method used in the third stage of the workshop was a dialogic group interview with key ex-
perts on sustainable development. In the third stage, the results of the first two stages were 
assessed and elaborated upon. The method and its results are described in more detail in 
Chapter 5.2. 
Partial assignment 2b: Formulation of infographics on key priority areas 
On the basis of the previous partial assignments, partial assignment 2b produced infograph-
ics visualising and crystallising Finland's key challenges and opportunities with regard to sus-
tainable development in the implementation of Agenda2030 and its goals and targets. The 
purpose was to develop infographics highlighting various themes and the related actions and 
objectives in a fresh, concrete and intuitive manner. The infographics were implemented for 
flexible integration with many types of broad-ranging communications and interaction. These 
infographics can be used, either separately or together with other material, in other communi-
cations on sustainable development. Various language versions can also be created. 
Partial assignment 3a: Communications and extended interaction 
Partial assignment 3a involved expanding the project's interaction with various stakeholder 
groups and communicating the project's results. With the help of infographics, the preliminary 
results were presented at various stages of the project to key stakeholders, who provided 
comments. On the basis of these comments, the final infographics and other material were 
edited for use in external communications. Both traditional and social media channels were 
used in the project's communications. This was done in close collaboration with the parties 
responsible for sustainable development and with the financier of the project. Project com-
munications were supported by the communications unit of the Finnish Environment Institute 
SYKE and the extensive communication expertise of Demos Helsinki. The use of infograph-
ics in social media was underscored in the project's communications and extended interac-
tion. The success of such communications and interaction was assessed through self-
monitoring by the researchers and monitoring by the participant organisations. 
Partial assignment 3b. Final reporting 
The key results of the project were separately communicated for each partial assignment to 
the commissioner of the study and, on a case-by-case basis, to other target groups as soon 
as the results were ready. The results were compiled on the project's website. The communi-
cations material produced was made openly available or links were posted on the project's 
website (http://www.syke.fi/hankkeet/avain2030). The materials will remain freely available 






 3. RESULTS OF THE SURVEY REGARDING THE 
AGENDA 2030 ACTION PLAN'S IMPLEMENTATION 
WITHIN CENTRAL GOVERNMENT  
This chapter presents an analysis of the survey sent to central government actors by 
the Prime Minister's Office, for the preliminary assessment of the Agenda 2030 Action 
Plan's implementation in Finland. A broad range of measures implementing the action 
plan's goals and targets are being undertaken in Finland. These goals and targets are 
being fulfilled via the implementation of other national policies. However, the results of 
the survey of ministries indicate that within central government it is difficult to ascer-
tain which measures are crucial to the implementation of sustainable development 
objectives. No measures have so far been determined for around one third of the tar-
gets. Measures have been most actively drawn up within the administrative branches 
of ministries focusing on environmental issues and natural resources. While the re-
sponses may not directly indicate the number of measures undertaken in various 
branches of government, they at least partially reflect how active each sector's repre-
sentatives were in responding. The degree of detail in the responses varied. The mate-
rial collected provides a basis for monitoring the implementation of the targets, but 
further work is required. We therefore recommend that a separate study be performed 
of the combined and side effects of the measures. Such a study should be targeted at 
measures taken to implement the national priority objectives. 
 
3.1. Background of the survey 
The UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development consists of 17 goals and 169 more de-
tailed targets
3
. These apply broadly to various policy segments, while their implementation 
requires measures in a range of sectors. The goals and targets have been formulated from 
the global aspect of sustainable development and all states are responsible for their imple-
mentation. The Avain2030 project summarised the results of a survey focused on mapping 
measures for the implementation of the targets in Finland.  
The survey mapping the implementation of the Agenda 2030 targets was sent by e-mail on 
11 February 2016 from the Prime Minister's Office to the registries of various ministries (Min-
istry of Agriculture and Forestry, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Employment and the Econ-
omy, the Prime Minister's Office, Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of Transport and 
Communications, Ministry of Education and Culture, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of the Inte-
rior, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Finance). 
The respondents were requested to enter any measures the various ministries were aware of 
– in relation to the global UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development – in a file within the 
central government's joint VYVI service. The survey was based on a list, given in English, of 
the 169 targets grouped in accordance with the 17 Goals. Researchers involved in the 
Avain2030 project did not participate in the preparation or sending of the survey. 
                                                     
3





The cover letter – “Administrative measures for implementing the global Agenda for Sustain-
able Development (Agenda 2030)” – appended to the survey included a template of the ma-
terial to be provided. The cover letter requested that all administrative branches report any 
key national and international measures known to them (Government decisions, agreements, 
strategies, policy outlines, other concrete measures etc.), appropriations, if any (item), other 
matters and parties relevant to the implementation of the target. The cover letter stated that 
Government policy and legislative measures, and the implementation of international and 
national agreements and commitments, provide the basis for the implementation of 
Agenda2030 in Finland. Recipients were encouraged to respond by a statement informing 
them that summarising the measures taken by the administrative branch was essential to 
providing an overview and identifying any gaps in Agenda2030's implementation. The cover 
letter also described the composition of the sustainable development coordination network. 
The deadline for responses was 11 March 2016, but it was possible to supplement the mate-
rial after the deadline. The material available by 14 April 2016 is reviewed below. No precise 
information was available on the number of respondents or the ministries they represented. 
 
3.2. General analysis of the material 
The material includes measures related to most of the Agenda2030 targets, with several 
measures being listed for some. The types of measures listed vary greatly, including pro-
grammes, legislation, action plans, strategies and detailed measures. The timespan of im-
plementation varies greatly. Some measures are one-off, while some are fixed-term and oth-
ers are continuous. Most are being implemented at national level and initially apply to all citi-
zens, while others are specifically targeted, either sectorally, regionally or at a certain group 
of people. The binding nature of the measures varies from statutory regulation to voluntary 
recommendations and awareness raising. 
Based on the material, responsibility for measures relating to the Agenda2030 targets is un-
evenly distributed between branches of government. In particular, the Ministry of the Envi-
ronment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry were emphasised among the ministries 
responsible for implementation. It should be noted that the Ministry of the Interior and Ministry 
of Finance are mentioned in very few of the targets (Ministry of the Environment mentioned 
117 times in relation to the measures, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 68, Ministry of Em-
ployment and the Economy 37, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 34, Ministry of Education 
and Culture 22, Ministry of Justice 19, Ministry for Foreign Affairs 13, Ministry of Transport 
and Communications 12, Ministry of Defence 7, the Prime Minister's Office 6, Ministry of the 
Interior 2, Ministry of Finance 1). The material suggests that it is highly unclear which meas-
ures should be regarded as being related to Agenda 2030. This is partly due to the fact that 
major variations in precision and detail are involved in defining the targets. Because some of 
the targets have been formulated at a general level, a large number of societal measures can 
be classified as implementation measures. On the other hand, the survey was formulated to 
allow respondents to freely define the measures included. Because the response entry meth-
ods used by the responsible parties varied, the figures presented describe various degrees of 
magnitude and involve a high degree of interpretive latitude. 
Sporadic mention is made of responsible parties outside the Government. The other parties 
mentioned represented a wide range of research institutes, universities, educational institu-
tions and other expert organisations, private sector actors, municipalities, associations, inter-




actors varied greatly between targets, from public actors (e.g. municipalities, business life) to 
precisely defined actors (e.g. the Finnish Landrace Association Maatiainen, which safeguards 
the genetic diversity of cultivated plants).  
No central Government-level measures were listed for a total of 53 targets (35% of all tar-
gets). Some of these targets were not directly relevant to Finland, including ones already 
implemented in this country (e.g. the eradication of extreme poverty, measured as people 
living on less than $1.25 a day) and those that are irrelevant for geographical reasons. 
For SDGs 6 (clean water and sanitation) and 15 (life on land), at least one measure was 
listed for each target. The number of targets missing was highest for SDGs 10 (Reduced 
inequalities, 8) and 17 (Partnerships for the goals, 13). For other SDGs, entries of measures 
were missing for 1–4 targets, probably because the representatives of the administrative 
branch in question have not responded comprehensively to the survey. For this reason, no 
reliable conclusions can be drawn on whether or not some measures for implementing the 
Agenda2030 targets are being carried out in Finland. Furthermore, the survey did not ask 
respondents to comment on whether any specific targets had already been achieved in 
Finland, implying that no further measures would be required. 
Based on work with stakeholder groups and indicator-based comparisons, the Avain2030 
project set out to define critical subject areas related to sustainable development in Finland 
(see Chapter 5). These included SDGs number 8 (Promote sustained, inclusive and sustain-
able economic growth, full and productive employment and decent work for all) and number 
13 (Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts). The responses involving 
these SDGs are examined in more detail below. 
For the SDG on economic development (8), measures were not entered for four targets that 
are very different from one another. These were  
 8.1 Sustain per capita economic growth in accordance with national circumstances 
and, in particular, at least 7 per cent gross domestic product growth per annum in the 
least developed countries.  
 8.10 Strengthen the capacity of domestic financial institutions to encourage and ex-
pand access to banking, insurance and financial services for all. 
 8.a Increase Aid for Trade support for developing countries, in particular the least de-
veloped countries, including through the Enhanced Integrated Framework for Trade-
Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries. 
 8.b By 2020, develop and operationalise a global strategy for youth employment and 
implement the Global Jobs Pact of the International Labour Organization. 
Target 8.1. is formulated on a very general level and is directly linked to the national policy 
objectives considered most central. The lack of entries on some measures could be consid-
ered surprising, despite the fact that the responses entered for SDG 8 could be interpreted as 
covering target 8.1 too. Target 8.10 includes the vague term “strengthen”, which leaves room 
for registering a very diverse range of measures. This target can be considered fundamental 
to Finland, as a survey by the Finnish Competition and Consumer Authority indicates that 
around 400,000 Finns do not have online banking codes (Raijas & Saastamoinen 2015) and 
the Ministry of Finance is preparing legislation complying with the EU Payment Accounts 
Directive, which defines online banking codes as a basic banking service. The clear require-




in the current situation, due to cuts in the funding of development aid. Target 8.b. is fairly 
precisely formulated, but refers to implementation at global level and to the implementation of 
a specific international agreement in Finland. The lack of responses is probably due to the 
unavailability of the respondent in question. The number of measures entered for eight other 
targets varied between one and nine. These measures were of different types and at different 
levels.  
A high number of them were listed for three of the five targets of SDG 13 on climate change. 
No measures were entered for two targets, both of which were related to measures taken by 
prosperous nations to aid the poorest countries: 
 13.a Implement the commitment undertaken by developed-country parties to the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change to a goal of mobilising 
jointly $100 billion annually by 2020 from all sources to address the needs of devel-
oping countries in the context of meaningful mitigation actions and transparency on 
implementation, and fully operationalise the Green Climate Fund, through its capitali-
sation, as soon as possible. 
 13.b Promote mechanisms for raising capacity for effective climate change-related 
planning and management in the least developed countries and small-island devel-
oping States, including focusing on women, youth and local and marginalised com-
munities. 
 
3.3. Conclusions and recommendations based on the re-
sponses to the survey 
The key conclusion is that a reliable overview of the status of the national implementation of 
Agenda2030 cannot be gained from the available material. No measures were entered for 
more than one third of the total of 169 targets, which is probably mainly due to the lack of 
responses.  
At least one measure was recorded for almost two thirds of the targets. The characteristics of 
the measures recorded varied greatly, from extensive programmes to precisely specified 
individual measures. The material does not directly reveal whether the measures recorded 
are sufficient for implementing the targets of Agenda2030. The available resources did not 
facilitate the assessment of the effectiveness of individual measures, nor, in this context, can 
an overall assessment be provided of the sufficiency of measures for the implementation of 
Agenda2030 targets. 
The very general wording of the 17 goals and most of the 169 targets poses a further chal-
lenge to the recording of measures and assessment of their effectiveness. The number of 
measures taken to implement these can easily become very high, depending – in the main – 
on how actively measures are recorded by various actors. Collecting such information, moni-
toring the implementation of measures and conducting an impact assessment can be very 
arduous.  
The table-format database produced for the survey provides an extensive basis for further 
work; however, making full use of it will require a more comprehensive but targeted compila-




sustainable development goals and targets continue, particularly for targets for which no 
measures were recorded. After this, it will be possible to group the measures in a way which 
facilitates the reliable identification of genuine defects. For example, measures could be di-
vided on the basis of their chronological duration, geographical positioning, the actors in 
charge, or the degree to which they are binding. Following this, the database could be con-
tinuously complemented – on the basis of reasonable resources – with regard to the targets 
and measures considered most essential. 
The primary objective cannot be the most comprehensive possible listing of measures for the 
implementation of individual goals and targets. When a sufficiently reliable general overview 
of the various types of measures is in place, key measures with a positive influence on the 
implementation of several goals or targets should be identified. It would be particularly impor-
tant to identify any side-effects of measures that have a negative impact on the implementa-
tion of other targets.  
In terms of efficient data compilation, it is essential that the database of measures is made 
openly and publicly accessible once it has been sufficiently completed and structured as re-
quired.  
We recommend that the formulation of goals and targets considered essential for Finland be 
further specified, since the formulations and concepts used in some of them are vague and 
somewhat open to interpretation. This may result in a spread of interpretations, particularly 
when the implementation of global-level goals is evaluated at national level. The definition of 
concepts in English and the tone of the expressions used in translations could have a con-
siderable impact on the interpretation of the goals and targets. The clearest possible transla-
tion of the targets, adapted to national special characteristics, is one of the keys to avoiding 
unnecessary ambiguities. The definition of national, additional specifications would also pro-
vide possible means of increasing the political relevance of sustainable development work 
and social visibility. The unofficial translation of the entire Agenda 2030 Action Plan was 
posted on the Finnish sustainable development website in April 2016.
4
 The Finnish transla-
tion follows the formulations of the original English texts.  
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4. THE CURRENT STATUS OF UN SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT INDICATOR WORK AND LINKS TO 
NATIONAL INDICATORS 
This chapter provides an overview of how the currently available indicators describe 
the implementation of sustainable development goals and targets. The chapter pre-
sents the proposals on sustainable development indicators by the United Nations Sta-
tistical Commission's Inter-agency and Expert Group on SDG and evaluates the usabil-
ity of such indicators at national level. 
 
4.1. The Sustainable Development 2030 indicators proposed 
by the UN 
The UN is developing an indicator framework to facilitate monitoring of the implementation of 
the 17 goals and 169 targets of sustainable development. Indicator development is underway 
at the Inter-Agency and Expert Group (IAEG). The IAEG website contains up-to-date informa-
tion on the status of indicator development.
5
 
The Group has produced a proposal, published in spring 2016, for 231 indicators for measur-
ing sustainable development targets. Since some of the indicators are used to describe more 
than one target, the total number of proposed indicators is 240.  
Each target has around 1.4 indicators on average (Figure 2). The highest relative (2 indica-
tors/target) and absolute (26) number of proposed indicators is related to the SDG 3, Good 
Health and Well-being. The SDG 14, Life below Water, is the only one in whose case the aim 
is to use only one indicator to describe each target. 
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Figure 2. The number of sustainable development targets and the proposed 
indicators for them, in accordance with Agenda 2030 SDGs.  
The number in parentheses is the number of the SDG in question. 
 
 
4.2. The current status of the indicators proposed by the UN 
The UN Expert Group has performed a preliminary classification of the indicators for various 
tiers, on the basis of the clarity of the indicator's methodological basis and how well-
established information production is. The usability of the indicators proposed was evaluated 
on the basis of practical preparedness for producing the indicator in question at international 
level. The evaluation was based on the indicator metadata descriptions available in May 
2016. 
Such an approach suggests that there is sufficient preparedness for producing indicators at 
international level in the case of only around 50 indicators. Metadata descriptions are either 
unavailable for other indicators, or the indicators have significant shortcomings in terms of the 
availability of sufficiently comprehensive international data, the methodology on which the 
indicator is based, or in terms of both of these factors (Figure 3). This assessment is based 
on the sources of information given in the metadata forms and the methods described for the 
production of and reporting on the indicator.  
Metadata is mainly provided by the international organisations that compile or produce infor-
mation. Because the precision and quality of metadata descriptions varies greatly, a high 
degree of uncertainty is involved in their interpretation. In addition, the suppliers of metadata 




posed indicators clearly overlap; these include the indicators for the SDG on health (2), sev-
eral of which relate to malnutrition, describing the same phenomenon from a slightly different 
angle (see also indicators 9.5.1. and 9.5.2. for example).   
 
Figure 3. Assessment of the degree of readiness of the indicators, proposed 
by the UN Expert Group, for describing development at international level.  
The figure is based on the indicator metadata forms available by May and published by the UN 
Expert Group. The number in parentheses is the number of the SDG in question. 
 
The assessment based on the metadata forms provides an overview of the development 
stage the indicators had reached by early 2016. The deficiencies in the indicators may be 
exaggerated, due to the fact that not all of the relevant data was necessarily recorded in the 
metadata forms. In addition, continuous progress is being made in the development of indica-
tors at international and national level. For instance, the Institute for Economics & Peace (IEP 
2016) has assessed the availability of data with regard to the indicators describing SDG 16. 
According to the IEP's assessment, considerable restrictions are involved in the availability, 
reliability, objectivity and timeliness of data. The SDG is described using 23 indicators. Ac-
cording to the assessment by the IEP, data for 15 indicators is available in international in-
formation sources. Data in compliance with all UN criteria is directly available in the case of 
only two indicators, whereas data is not directly available from existing information sources in 
the case of eight criteria. The IEP notes that a great deal of time and additional resources will 
be required by the national organisations responsible for statistics, in order to develop moni-
toring for the SDG 16. Furthermore, the participation of independent, external parties will be 






4.3. Preliminary assessment of the availability of data at na-
tional level 
The UN has set highly ambitious qualitative objectives for the indicators. These should por-
tray development over a sufficiently extended time period in all countries of the world. In addi-
tion, the indicators should indicate development in the case of the most vulnerable population 
groups in particular – by age and gender, for example. It is difficult to obtain such data for 
many of the indicators at international level in particular. 
The Avain2030 project evaluated the availability of data in accordance with the indicators 
proposed by the UN at national level. This was based on the expert opinion of the research-
ers involved in the project on the existence – and availability from domestic sources – of the 
quantitative data required. The assessment is preliminary by nature and involves a consider-
able degree of uncertainty. Information on the proposed indicators, as available in May 2016, 
was used as the basis of the assessment. Account was taken of the formulation of sustain-
able development targets, particularly where the formulation of the indicator was open to 
interpretation. 
The assessment uncovered significant problems in the availability of information describing 
development in Finland (Figure 4). Information related to around one hundred indicators is 
fairly easily available from existing Finnish sources, as in the case of the statistics generated 
by Statistics Finland, the National Institute for Health and Welfare and other information pro-
ducers. Some of these indicators are qualitative, describing whether or not a certain country 
has met a certain obligation. In addition, some are of minor relevance to Finland, but informa-
tion is available for them (e.g. the occurrence of certain tropical diseases). 
 
 
Figure 4. A rough estimate of the availability of information related to the inter-
national indicators proposed by the UN with regard to development in Finland. 





According to the preliminary assessment performed for the project, separate investment in 
the acquisition or processing of additional information will be required in order to provide suf-
ficient information for around a hundred indicators. Around thirty of the proposed indicators 
could not be assessed because no sufficiently unambiguous definition of the indicator was 
available, or a reliable assessment of the information sources could not be conducted within 
the framework of the Avain2030 project.  
 
4.4. Links between international and national indicators 
There are considerable overlaps between the international sustainable development goals 
and the subject areas of sustainable development used in Finland (Figure 5). Hence, the 
subject areas described by the indicators are largely the same. The UN SDG 6, Clean water 




Figure 5. An assessment of the links between the sustainable development 
subject areas of the UN and Finland.  
The figure is indicative. The breadth of the line indicates the strength of the link between subject 
areas. 
 
Somewhat surprisingly, the proposed international sustainable development indicators have 
very few direct links with their Finnish equivalents. A comparison of indicators during the 
Avain2030 project demonstrated that only two of Finland's current sustainable development 
indicators are directly included in the SDG indicators proposed by the UN. These are “broad-
band services” (indicator 17.6.2.) and “renewable energy's share of total final consumption” 
(indicator 7.2.1). Of Finland's indicators, more than one third describe similar themes to the 
SDG indicators, but have a different time series as their basis (Figure 6). In particular, the 
Finnish sustainable development theme “Society of participating citizens” includes indicators 
for which there are no equivalents in the international proposal. 
Topic areas of the Finnish sustainable development indicators UN sustainable development goals
1. No poverty
Equal opportunities for well-being 2. Zero hunger
3. Good health and well-being
Society of participating citizens 4. Quality education
5. Gender equality
Sustainable work 6. Clean water and sanitation
7. Affordable and clean energy
Sustainable communities and local communities 8. Decent work and economic growth
9. Industry, innovation and infrastructure
Carbon-neutral society 10. Reduced inequalities
11. Sustainable cities and communities
Resource wise economy 12. Responsible production and consumption
13. Climate action
Sustainable lifestyles 14. Life below water
15. Life on land
Respect for nature in decision-making 16. Peace, justice and strong institutions





Figure 6. Links between the indicators proposed by the UN and Finland's na-
tional sustainable development indicators. 
 
4.5. Conclusions and recommendations on the basis of UN 
sustainable development work 
The indicators for global Sustainable Development Goals proposed by the United Nations 
form an extensive whole enabling the broad-based monitoring of Agenda2030 goals and 
targets. However, certain major challenges and needs for further development hinder the 
application of these indicators at national level. Such issues concern the number, information 
base, subject areas, usability and political relevance of the indicators. 
The very high number of indicators proposed by the UN Expert Group creates major chal-
lenges in terms of the development and updating of and communication on the indicators 
(Rosenström 2009; Lyytimäki 2014). The high number of indicators involved would easily 
result in high resource intensity during indicator formulation, data collection and maintenance.  
The proposed indicators have not yet been officially approved (May 2016). Most of the pro-
posed indicators are incomplete and many involve clear deficiencies related to the availability 
of data or methodology. It will probably take years before the proposed set of indicators facili-
tates the concrete monitoring of progress in sustainable development at global level. How-
ever, the development process underlying the indicators separately and together will have a 
significant impact. At best, it will motivate countries to consider their national indicator needs 
and, from indicator sets developed at national level, create a basis of comparison for the final 
international set. It is essential that sets of indicators are adapted to the context in which they 
will be used and to user needs. 
The fact that the phenomena described are widely spread between various branches of gov-
ernment hampers data compilation and the use of existing reporting mechanisms. The pro-
posed SDG indicators involve major data collection challenges at national level; in addition, 
data is not easily available for all of the proposed indicators, even in countries such as 
Finland where statistical systems are highly advanced and comprehensive.  
According to the assessment by the Avain2030 project, the SDG indicators proposed by the 
UN for international use are considerably limited with regard to their suitability for monitoring 




or separate national mechanism for this purpose. This could be based on a number of ap-
proaches: 
1. Develop a new, national set of sustainable development indicators, using the indica-
tors proposed by the UN. This would probably require the allocation of major re-
sources for data compilation and coordination. There is a clear risk of low national 
policy relevance given the fact that a significant number of the proposed international 
indicators have no national bearing. Another risk lies in overlapping work, if national 
reporting to the UN is mainly done by various international organisations to which 
Finland reports separately in any case, or which collect data themselves at national 
level.  
2. Develop an updated national set of sustainable development indicators, taking the 
most comprehensive possible account not only of the new goals but also the indica-
tors proposed in the UN process, while initially relying on data production and indica-
tors already used in Finland, but updated on a continuous basis. The cost efficiency 
of indicator work could be improved and its effectiveness enhanced if use is made of 
nationally established and continuously maintained indicators. The risk involved lies 
in the long-term securing of resources required for indicator work. 
3. Abandon the maintenance of separate national sustainable development indicators 
and transfer the focus of national sustainable development work to integration, while 
communicating on sustainable development themes by linking the Agenda2030 per-
spective to topical discussions in society. This would facilitate up-to-date, socially ef-
fective communications and interaction, addressing topical issues. There is a clear 
risk that the sustainable development perspective remains obscure and is buried un-
der other communicated messages.  
From the national viewpoint, it is essential that the proposed indicators do not directly de-
scribe the 17 SDGs, but the more detailed targets. Considerably more differences can be 
found in the national relevance of these targets than in that of the SDGs. It should also be 
noted that, in the case of some SDGs, the proposed indicators provide clearly inadequate 
descriptions of the SDGs under which the targets are set. This is particularly true for SDG 13, 
Climate action, action to combat climate change and its impacts. In the formulation of the 
targets and indicators for this SDG, the aim was to avoid overlaps with the UN International 
Climate Agreement and its implementation. For instance, the proposed indicators include no 
indicator describing greenhouse gas emissions. This makes the set of indicators clearly illogi-
cal, since no corresponding exclusions occur in the case of other SDGs, despite the fact that 
they involve parallel international agreement processes.  
The proposed indicators are affected by significant structural issues. They do not constitute a 
theoretically strongly based whole in which they are grouped on the basis of ‘causes and 
effects’, for instance. Instead, the indicators reflect practical compromises, formed on the 
basis of political priorities during the negotiation processes, in order to have a large number 
of countries agree on common goals and targets. For instance, the clear overlaps in the indi-
cators probably reflect the fact that, during the negotiations, different countries wanted to 





5. THE STATE OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
IN FINLAND 
This chapter provides an overview of the initial situation in Finland and the challenges 
and possibilities involved in implementing Agenda2030; and identifies national key 
areas of sustainable development by way of international indicator comparisons, the 
participatory stakeholder process and expert assessments. The analysis will place 
Finland within the global context and, more specifically, in relation to a peer group of 
countries (OECD countries). On the basis of various information sources, the aim is to 
identify the key national strengths and weaknesses to which particular attention 
should be paid in the near future when implementing global sustainable development 
goals and targets in Finland. 
 
5.1. International indicator-based comparisons 
5.1.1. Finland in the light of the Agenda 2030 indicators 
The Inter-Agency Expert Group IAEG of the United Nations has proposed a large number of 
indicators for measuring the targets of Agenda 2030. These indicators are still being devel-
oped and inter-country comparisons are not yet available. Since the proposed indicators in-
volve a large number of open questions related to the information base and methodology 
involved, they are likely to take several years to complete. In addition, many of them are far 
from ideal in describing national-level developments. For this reason, other sources of infor-
mation are required when forming a picture of the national key areas of sustainable develop-
ment. A similar analysis focussing on national starting points was conducted in Sweden in 
2015 (Weitz et al. 2015). 
As starting points for positioning Finland, the Avain2030 project used two available, indicator-
based comparisons, directly based on the framework of the Agenda2030 and its 17 Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs) (Sachs et al. 2016, Kroll 2015). The most recent compari-
son is the preliminary and unofficial Preliminary Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Index, 
published by Jeffrey Sachs' working group in spring 2016. The Avain2030 project used a 
working copy of the index, on the basis of which the final version will be published later. The 
working copy version included 147 countries, which were compared on the basis of 39 indica-
tors. These were selected from the indicators proposed by the UN; those whose information 
basis was considered sufficiently comprehensive and reliable to facilitate international com-
parisons were chosen. The comparison published by the Bertelsmann Foundation in 2015 
(Kroll 2015) was also used when selecting the indicators. This comparison focused on OECD 
countries and used two indicators to assess each of the 17 goals of sustainable development. 
A separate comparison of the OECD countries was conducted as part of the preliminary sus-
tainable development index, using a more extensive and better information base than in the 
case of the worldwide study (Sachs et al. 2016). 
The interpretations presented herein are based on a version of the comparison – published in 




2016). Based on the index, different countries were ranked according to their implementation 
of sustainable development. The ranking was calculated in three different ways, each reflect-
ing a different aspect of sustainability (see Neumayer 2003). The calculation method for so-
called weak sustainability is based on the arithmetical averages of the indicators. This calcu-
lation method gives a ranking based on the assumption that poor development in one sector 
can be offset by complete success in another. The calculation method based on geometric 
average values assumes that various sectors compensate for each other, at least to some 
extent. The calculation method based on the so-called Leontieff function assumes that no 
compensation occurs between the scores for fulfilling various objectives; success in the eco-
nomic development or management of environmental issues cannot therefore compensate 
for poor performance in gender equality, for example.  
Table 1 presents the results for Finland and the top ten countries, calculated using a range of 
methods. Finland and the other Nordic countries do well in the comparison, particularly if the 
assessment method based on weak sustainability is used. However, in the assessment 
based on strong sustainability, Finland comes 28th. This is because this ranking is primarily 
based on the sectors in which Finland does least well. The success of Sweden, in particular, 
is explained by its relatively good performance across all sectors. In light of the comparison, 
in certain sectors of sustainable development Finland's performance seems clearly inferior to 
those of its peer group of countries. However, in comparison with all countries in the world, 
Finland fares fairly well, regardless of the comparison method used.  
 
Table 1. The ten leading countries in the world on the basis of different inter-
pretations of sustainability (Sources: Kroll 2015; Sachs et al. 2016). 






 Kroll 2015 Sachs et al. 2016 Sachs et al. 2016 Sachs et al. 2016 
1 Sweden Sweden Sweden Sweden 
2 Norway Denmark Denmark Spain 
3 Denmark Norway Norway Portugal 
4 Finland Finland Finland France 
5 Switzerland Iceland Iceland Hungary 
6 Germany Austria Austria Norway 
7 The Netherlands Switzerland Germany Denmark 
8 Belgium Germany Switzerland UK 
9 Iceland The Netherlands UK Tunisia 
10 France New Zealand France Ireland 
    Finland (28) 
 
 
The preliminary sustainable development index specifies limits for each indicator. Based on 
these, a commensurate but rough overview can be formed of the situation in various coun-
tries with regard to each sustainable development goal. A simplified set of codes, covering 
three categories, has been defined on the basis of the limit values in order to depict the per-
formance of various countries. These are colour-coded. Green indicates that the country has 
already achieved the sustainable development goal, or that it can be achieved after fairly 
minor improvements. Yellow indicates that considerable measures are necessary in order to 




In this analysis, the goals in which Finland has made poor progress are number 8 (Promote 
sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive employment and 
decent work for all) and number 13 (Take urgent action to combat climate change and its 
impacts). Table 2 displays the results for Finland by indicator.  
The indicator on the number of physicians in SDG 3 was missing for Finland in the original 
source, where the source of information was WHO statistics (Sachs et al. 2016). Here, Table 
2 is completed with information from the OECD (see Annex 1), on the basis of which the 
number of physicians in Finland per 1,000 inhabitants remained below the target value of 
three.  
Interpretation of the indicators involves many value-based choices and those responsible for 
the comparison emphasise that the results provide no more than a starting point for discus-
sion (Sachs et al. 2016). The most important value-based choice is the selection of the indi-
cator. There tends to be considerable variance in the suitability of indicators for depicting the 
situation in different countries; due to the fairly low number of indicators, no account is taken 
of several issues of national importance to Finland.  
When communicating the results of the comparison, the rough division into three categories 
may disproportionally emphasise the differences between countries, or disguise subtle varia-
tions. For instance, in SDG 15, the indicator for change in forest area shows that the situation 
is good in Finland, but in certain other comparisons Finland's success is undermined by the 
fact that its forested area has slightly reduced in recent years. In this comparison, the 
changes in Finland are so insignificant that they are not emphasised in the related interpreta-
tion. With regard to the indicator for the change in forest area, all other OECD countries are in 
the best category (green).  
Table 2 does not reveal the indicators on which the colour codes are based. This may cause 
confusion, particularly if the assessment given does not correspond to expectations. For in-
stance, the target related to the protection of land ecosystems in SDG 15 is yellow for Finland 
in the comparison even though, when measured by the overall size of protected areas, 
Finland is among the leading nations in Europe, with its overall protected areas assessed as 
exceeding the 17 percent share set as the international target (Ahokumpu et al. 2015). The 
yellow colour is explained by the fact that the comparison is not based on statistics on the 
overall size of protected areas, but a study published in 2015 (Butchart et al. 2015). Two da-
tabases (Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBA) & Alliance for Zero Extinction Sites), 
regarded as internationally comparable provided the main source of data for this study.  
It is difficult to obtain up-to-date information on international comparisons. For instance, the 
indicator on waste management in SDG 12 is for the years 2009–2013. The processing of 
municipal waste in Finland has undergone significant changes in recent years, due to the 
rapid transfer from the placement of waste in landfills to recovery as energy (Seppälä et al. 
2016b).  
Figure 7 presents the results calculated at the level of individual goals. In this case, Finland's 
performance is poorest for SDGs 8 and 13, because they are described with indicators classi-
fied yellow or red for Finland. The indicators for poor and good performance in SDGs 14 and 






Table 2. Assessment of Finland's performance in the implementation of the Agenda2030 
Goals and targets, based on indicators selected for the preliminary sustainable development 








1 Poverty rate after taxes and transfers, Poverty line 50% green 
2 
Prevalence of obesity, BMI ≥ 30 (% of adult population) yellow 
Cereal yield (kg/ha) green 
3 
Physician density (per 1,000 people)  [estimation added by the Avain2030 project] 
 Healthy life expectancy at birth, total (years) green 
Subjective Wellbeing (average ladder score) green 
4 
Expected years of schooling green 
Population aged 25-64 with tertiary education (%) green 
PISA score green 
5 
Proportion of seats held by women in national parliaments (%) green 
Gender wage gap (Total, % of male median wage) yellow 
Gender Inequality Index green 
6 Water Stress Score green 
7 Alternative and nuclear energy (% of total energy use) yellow 
8 
Unemployment (% of total labor force) yellow 
Real GDP Growth (%) red 
9 
Mobile broadband subscriptions per 100 inhabitants green 
Proportion of the population using the internet (%) green 
Patent applications filed under the PCT in the inventor's country of residence 
green 
Research and development expenditure (% of GDP) green 
10 
PISA Social Justice Index green 
Gini index green 
11 
Mean annual concentration of PM2.5 in urban areas green 
Rooms per person green 
12 
Municipal Waste Recycled (%) red 
Percentage of anthropogenic wastewater that receives treatment (%) green 
13 
CO2 emissions/GDP, PPP (tCO2/'000$) yellow 
CO2 emissions per capita (tCO2/capita) 
red 
14 
Ocean Health Index green 
Percentage of marine sites important to biodiversity that are completely protected red 
15 
Weighted Red List Change per year green 
Annual change in forest area (%) green 
Percentage of terrestrial sites important to biodiversity that are completely protected yellow 
16 
Homicides per 100,000 population yellow 
Prison population per 100,000 people green 
Proportion of the population who feel safe walking alone at night in the city or area where they live. green 
Corruption Perception Index 
green 
17 
For high-income and all OECD DAC countries: International concessional public finance, including 








Figure 7. Overall assessment of Finland's status in the implementation of the 
Agenda2030 goals and targets, based on indicators selected for the prelimi-
nary sustainable development index 
(Source: Sachs et al. 2016). 
 
 
5.1.2. Finland in relation to other OECD countries 
Grouped on the basis of Sustainable Development goals and targets, the global comparisons 
of indicators published so far give only a rough indication of the situation in various countries. 
Ample further information comparing various countries is available, particularly regarding 
developed nations. Appendix 1 includes selected statistical comparisons according to the 17 
SDGs of the UN, sourced from the OECD's indicator database (https://data.oecd.org/). The 
material serves as background data for the assessments conducted under the Avain2030 
project for the sustainable development themes most essential to Finland. The material also 
supports the project's analyses of the international availability of indicator data. 
Databases compiled by the OECD were selected as the basis for the analysis, since the ex-
press purpose of the comparison was to position Finland's development with respect to other 
developed countries. Additionally, the statistical work of the OECD can be generally consid-
ered reliable and the political impact of the information it compiles as significant.  
In addition to statistical information of this kind, the OECD has published several sector-
specific assessments and country reviews. The publication “OECD360 Suomi 2015. Kuinka 
Suomi sijoittuu vertailussa?” (OECD 2015) is a fresh overview of the situation in Finland, 
while the “OECD Economic Surveys: Finland 2016” (OECD 2016) focuses on the most recent 




available, via an easy-to-use interface, (http://www.oecd.org/finland/) as sources of informa-
tion on specific countries. 
The review included in the Avain2030 project included only time series identified as indicators 
by the OECD. The OECD database contains 245 indicators. They comprise statistical data 
describing the countries in question and indicator descriptions. The information can be pre-
sented in map or diagram format. Users can choose various periods of time and limit their 
reviews to certain countries or groups of countries. The indicators are grouped into 12 the-
matic areas. They do not include any qualitative interpretations of development trends, or the 
related causes and effects. 
Although the data provided by the OECD is fairly extensive, relying on a single source of 
information can increase the risk of distortions in the analysis. However, due to limited re-
sources, in this case the analysis was conducted on the basis of a single source of informa-
tion. 
International comparisons can be conducted on the basis of information compiled by several 
other bodies, as well as the OECD databases. For instance, the World Bank 
(http://data.worldbank.org/topic) has extensive data resources which provide the most com-
prehensive possible coverage of all countries in the world. The Gapminder organisation has 
compiled more than 500 time series that facilitate comparison of the development of different 
countries based on dynamic visualisations (http://www.gapminder.org/). For instance, various 
UN bodies have compiled and maintain comparisons that are sector-specific and indicator-
based, or focus on various topics. 
Appendix 1 presents the indicators for each SDG, selected from the OECD website and as-
sessed as being most significant for Finland. During selection, the most comprehensive pos-
sible account was taken of the sustainable development targets and proposed indicators for 
them. Indicators evaluated as essential with regard to achieving the SDG are included, even 
if they are not mentioned in the descriptions of the targets. Detected links with the indicators 
proposed by the UN are provided in connection with the indicators.  
There is a considerable difference between the indicators used by the OECD and those pro-
posed by the UN, and few of the indicators are fully consistent. In addition, the OECD indica-
tors vary considerably in scope with respect to Sustainable Development Goals. The OECD 
uses indicators specifically related to the economy, whereas those proposed by the UN em-
phasise health, well-being and social issues. The OECD's indicators include very little data 
related to Sustainable Development Goals 11–13 in particular.  
There is a clear overlap between some of the OECD's indicators and the UN's 17 Sustainable 
Development Goals (Appendix 1). However, in most cases the OECD's sources of data and 
definitions differ from the topics and approaches covered by the UN's targets and indicators. 
It is worth noting that, in almost all cases, the indicators proposed by the UN would provide 
much more detailed coverage than those of the OECD, although the data underlying the 
OECD's indicators on rich countries tends to be much easier to obtain than that on countries 
in general. 
Most OECD indicators extend back a few decades only. This is problematic with regard to 
reviewing long-term development processes. However, some indicators facilitate long-term 
reviews for at least some countries. For instance, the indicator describing carbon dioxide 
emissions in Finland extends to the early 1960s, but does not facilitate a comprehensive 
comparison with other OECD countries before the 1970s (Figure 8). Due to the missing in-





most other OECD countries. However, the indicator helps the reader to compare the pace at 
which emissions have recently been reduced in Finland with the rapid growth of emissions in 
the 1960s.  
 
Figure 8. OECD indicator of air emissions. 
(Source: OECD 2016, Air and GHG emissions (indicator). doi: 10.1787/93d10cf7-en (Accessed on 
02 June 2016) https://data.oecd.org/air/air-and-ghg-emissions.htm) 
 
Information is most comprehensively available from the 2000s. For instance, the OECD un-
employment rate indicator shows Finland's weak development in recent years in comparison 
with other OECD countries (Figure 9). This indicator clearly shows how the employment rate 
in Finland weakened after 2013, even though OECD countries have, on average, recovered 
from the weakening employment trend that began in 2008.  
The unemployment rate indicator proves that the availability of information varies greatly by 
country. The time series for employment is available for the United States, Canada and Ja-
pan from the 1950s onwards, but data for Finland begins only in the late 1990s. Comprehen-









Figure 9. OECD unemployment rate indicator. 
(Source: OECD (2016), Unemployment rate (indicator). doi: 10.1787/997c8750-en (Accessed on 
02 June 2016) https://data.oecd.org/unemp/unemployment-rate.htm)  
 
 
Finland's development cannot be systematically described – with respect to all of the sustain-
able development goals – solely on the basis of the OECD indicators. However, with regard 
to individual issues, at best the OECD indicators provide a sound basis for comparison be-
tween Finland and other rich nations. 
 
5.1.3. Finland in light of index-based international comparisons 
In the Avain2030 project, Finland's situation was described on a broader basis by collecting 
data from more than 40 inter-country comparisons and assessing Finland's development. The 
following criteria were used for identifying and selecting the comparisons in question: 
 The comparison is based on reliable information and provides the most comprehen-
sive possible description of countries around the world. 
 The themes and indicators used provide the most comprehensive description possi-
ble of each theme related to a particular Sustainable Development Goal. 
 The comparison was published recently and is based on the latest data. 
 The results of the comparison and descriptions of the data sources and comparison 




 The comparison is performed recurrently, enabling the chronological follow-up of de-
velopment both in comparison to other states and based on absolute values within 
each state.  
 From Finland's perspective, the comparison is a matter of public interest or has led to 
a general public discussion. 
An additional criterion was that the comparisons overlap as little as possible. However, this 
was a secondary criterion, since there are several overlaps – which can be legitimately de-
scribed using comparisons – between the various Sustainable Development goals and tar-
gets. When selecting the comparisons, the aim was that, as a whole, they would represent 
the highest possible number of information providers and background organisations, in order 
to ensure the maximum possible representation of the various value bases and information 
sources related to sustainable development. 
Some of the selected comparisons do not meet all of the criteria due to the limited number of 
comparisons available. The resources available for the analysis also set limitations on 
searching for and identifying comparisons. When interpreting the results, it should be noted 
that, in the main, the comparisons take no account of the goals set by the UN, but are pro-
duced in line with the goals, information sources, definitions and target groups of each back-
ground organisation. From the viewpoint of the users of the indicators, these definitions are 
often difficult to determine (Bell & Morse 2011; Hoffrén et al. 2010). In addition, at least the 
following uncertainties should be taken into account when interpreting the comparisons: 
 International comparisons between various countries provide a general overview that 
supersedes smaller-scale variation. The comparisons are based on indicators that do 
not take full account of the various economic, cultural or geographical conditions and 
special features of different countries. 
 The knowledge base of countries is different. In the case of developing countries in 
particular, information deficiencies in the comparisons may have been replaced by 
assessments based on expert views, so-called proxy indicators that indirectly de-
scribe the issue measured, or by basing the comparison on a less comprehensive 
knowledge base than for other countries. 
 Comparisons do not typically describe the current situation, but that of several years 
prior to the comparison being published. For some time series, there may be delays 
of up to a decade due to the slow production of information (Lyytimäki 2012).  
 Comparisons include overlaps. Only a limited number of globally comparable data 
series are available. For this reason, even comparisons describing other issues may 
use the same data sources, combined and emphasised in different ways in line with 
the objectives of the comparison in question.  
 In particular, differences between the top countries tend to be minor, which means 
that even a very slight change can have a considerable impact on a country's relative 
placement in relation to other top countries. Variations in a country's relative place-
ment according to the best-known indices tend to be overemphasised, especially in 
public discussions (Morse 2016). 
For Figure 10, 17 international comparisons were selected that best met the aforementioned 




subject area was available for all SDGs, but as a whole the figure provides a concise over-
view of the various subject areas of sustainable development. 
In the figure, comparisons in which Finland ranks particularly highly compared to other rich, 
industrialised countries are highlighted in green. Those in which Finland performs poorly are 
highlighted in red. The 17 SDGs are grouped into three sectors, which describe the eco-
nomic, societal and ecological dimension of development (Costanza et al. 2015).  
It should be noted that there has been no marked improvement in Finland's ranking for any of 
the comparisons; indeed, on the basis of many, both Finland's relative development com-
pared to other countries and its absolute development have been slightly or clearly negative 
in recent years. However, in the case of most comparisons, Finland still ranks among the 
world's 20 best-performing countries. The comparisons are described in more detail below. 
Appendix 2 shows Finland's placement in comparison with other countries within a more ex-





Figure 10. Finland's ranking in selected global comparisons and an assess-





The international comparisons selected for Figure 10 are described in more detail below. A 
link to a web page with further information on the comparison is given in each case. In addi-
tion, other comparisons taken into account when describing the sustainable development 
goal in question are named. The comparisons presented in this report are intended to serve 
as a starting point for discussion. Comparisons can also be selected and grouped in other 
ways, based on various perspectives. 
1. End poverty in all its forms everywhere. 
This SDG is described using the Economic Wellbeing sector of the Sustainable Soci-
ety Index, depicting the development of the national economy and employment rate, 
and the accumulation of wealth. In this comparison, although its development has 
been slightly negative, Finland has remained among the top ten. 
Link to the index: http://www.ssfindex.com/  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Legatum Prosperity 
Index; Inclusive Wealth Index. 
2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture. 
This SDG is described using the Global Food Insecurity Index. Its three core issues 
are the affordability, availability in all circumstances, and quality and safety of food in 
terms of nutrition. Finland's ranking is 17 and the trend has been slightly declining. 
Link to the index: http://foodsecurityindex.eiu.com/Index  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: SSI Human wellbeing. 
3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages. 
This SDG is described using the World Happiness Index, which is based on a com-
prehensive, comparative study of the quality of life experienced by people in different 
countries. Finland has succeeded in the comparison. After the first comparison, pub-
lished in 2012, in which Finland came second, its ranking fell to number 7 but rose to 
number 5 in the latest comparison. In practice, the changes are minuscule. 
Link to the index: http://worldhappiness.report/   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Human Development 
Index; SSI Human wellbeing. 
4. Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning oppor-
tunities for all.  
This SDG is described using the PISA assessment (Programme for International 
Student Assessment), which examines the functioning of the education system 
through tests measuring the knowledge and skills of students. Finland has been a 
leading country in this aspect until the most recent assessment, in which it was over-
taken by developing regions of Asia.  
Link to the index: https://www.oecd.org/pisa/keyfindings/pisa-2012-results-
overview.pdf  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: World’s Most Literate 
Nations; Fairness for Children; U21 Ranking of National Higher Education Systems; 
World Press Freedom Index. 
5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls. 
The SDG is described using the Global Gender Gap Index, which uses four dimen-




cal participation. Finland's ranking has varied between two and three in the last ten 
years. 
Link to the index: http://reports.weforum.org/global-gender-gap-report-2015/rankings/  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Gender Inequality in-
dex; Glass-Ceiling Index. 
6. Ensure the availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all. 
The SDG is described using the Water Poverty Index, published in 2002, which re-
fers to water resources, the availability and use of water and environmental issues 
related to water. Based on the comparison, Finland is the world's richest country in 
terms of water resources. No significant changes in the quantity or quality of water 
resources have occurred in Finland since the publication of the comparison. Water 
availability and the amounts of water used have remained almost unchanged. The 
most significant new legislation concerns water treatment in sparsely populated ar-
eas. Challenges include maintaining high standards of water supply and issues such 
as managing the risks caused by climate change. 
Link to the index: http://econwpa.repec.org/eps/dev/papers/0211/0211003.pdf  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Aqueduct country and 
river basin rankings; Water Scarcity Index, Water Footprint of Nations. 
7. Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all. 
The SDG is described using the Energy Architecture Performance Index, which de-
scribes the performance of national energy systems based on energy security and 
energy-related economic and environmental issues. In the 2016 index, Finland came 
12th, five places above the previous year, even though the indicators suggest that 
there was no significant change in Finland's development.  
Link to the index: http://reports.weforum.org/global-energy-architecture-performance-
index-report-2016/  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: SSI Environmental 
Wellbeing; RECAI-Index. 
8. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive 
employment and decent work for all. 
The SDG is described using the Legatum Prosperity Index, which describes eco-
nomic development broadly through eight dimensions. Finland was number one in 
2009 but fell to 12th place in 2015. 
Link to the index: http://www.li.com/activities/publications/2015-legatum-prosperity-
index   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Gross National Prod-
uct; Global Entrepreneurship Index; Global Dynamism Index; Global Competitiveness 
Index. 
9. Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialisation and 
foster innovation. 
The SDG is described using the Global Entrepreneurship Index, which describes en-
trepreneurship in particular and the social system which supports it. Finland's per-
formance clearly declined from 8th place in 2014 to 18th in 2015.  
Link to the index: https://thegedi.org/global-entrepreneurship-and-development-index/   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Legatum Prosperity 




10. Reduce inequality within and among countries. 
This SDG is described using the Human Development Index, which takes education, 
life expectancy and economic development into account. Finland's placement in the 
comparison has weakened to number 24 in the latest index. 
Link to the index: http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: SSI Human wellbeing. 
11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable. 
At the level of cities, the SDG is measured using the Global Liveability Ranking. Hel-
sinki is in 10
th
 place. The comparison takes account of the stability and infrastructure 
of cities and the education and health care of residents, as well as environmental is-
sues. 
Link to the index: 
http://www.eiu.com/public/topical_report.aspx?campaignid=Liveability2015   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Corruption Perception 
Index; City Prosperity Index; air quality comparisons. 
12. Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns. 
The implementation of this SDG is measured using Ecological Footprint accounting, 
which describes how much biosphere is required to produce the food, materials and 
energy consumed by a certain group of people, and for the processing of the waste 
generated. Finland and other wealthy countries tend to perform poorly in this evalua-
tion. In particular, Finland's large footprint is explained by high energy consumption 
and the related carbon dioxide emissions, and the high quantities of wood used by 
the forest industry. In Finland, biocapacity, which describes the sufficiency of renew-
able natural resources, is considerably higher (13.4 global hectares per person in 
2012) than the ecological footprint describing consumption (5.4 gha/per capita). The 
estimated, global maximum level of sustainable consumption is an ecological foot-
print of 1.7 global hectares per capita. 
Link to the index: 
http://www.footprintnetwork.org/ecological_footprint_nations/ecological_per_capita.ht
ml   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: SSI Environmental 
wellbeing; Environmental Performance Index. 
13. Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. 
The implementation of this SDG is described using the RECAI index (Renewable 
Energy Country Attractiveness Index), which indicates the level of active investment 
in renewable energy by various countries. Finland did not do well in this comparison. 
Link to the index: http://www.ey.com/GL/en/Industries/Power---Utilities/EY-
renewable-energy-country-attractiveness-index-our-index  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: SSI Environmental 
wellbeing; Environmental Performance Index; greenhouse gas emissions. 
14. Conserve and sustainably use oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable 
development. 
The Ocean Health Index uses ten goals to describe the state and sustainable use of 
oceans and coastal areas. Small island states, for which the sustainable use of 
oceans is critical, are placed 1 to 9 in the comparison. Germany, ranked 10
th
, is the 
highest-ranked coastal state. Finland's ranking, of 69
th
, is very close to the global av-




Link to the index: http://www.oceanhealthindex.org/   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Not identified. 
15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably 
manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and 
halt biodiversity loss. 
The implementation of the SDG is described by the Environmental Wellbeing section 
of the Sustainable Society Index, which includes indicators on biodiversity and the 
use of natural resources. The index also includes climate and energy indicators, 
which do not directly describe the state of land ecosystems. In the long term, how-
ever, climate change is the key factor influencing the state of land ecosystems. Curb-
ing climate change is particularly important to preventing desertification. Finland has 
done poorly, mainly due to its energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions 
that are high in international comparison. 
Link to the index: http://www.ssfindex.com/  
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Environmental Per-
formance Index; GEF benefits index for biodiversity; Red List Index. 
16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide ac-
cess to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all 
levels. 
This SDG is measured using the Fragile State Index, which describes the stability of 
societies. Finland has had the top ranking since 2011.  
Link to the index: http://fsi.fundforpeace.org/   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Corruption Perception 
Index; Legatum Prosperity Index; Open data index, Global Peace Index. 
17. Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalise the global partnership for sus-
tainable development.  
The SDG has been described using the Good Country index, which depicts the im-
pact of countries outside their own borders in seven subject areas. So far, the index 
has only been published once. Finland came second. Due to cuts in development 
aid, it is thought that Finland's recent development has been negative.  
Link to the index: http://goodcountry.org/index/about-the-index   
Other possible comparisons to use when describing the SDG: Not identified. 
Value-based thinking plays a major role when selecting comparisons – emphasis on one 
perspective or another could justify the selection of very different comparisons describing the 
17 Sustainable Development Goals. The analysis was unable to take account of a large 
number of comparisons outside the more than forty reviewed.  
Because the comparisons measure a spread of phenomena, they cannot provide an irrefuta-
ble basis for the prioritisation of theme areas. Even comparisons based on similar indicators 
can emphasise and define subject areas in a range of ways, leading to very diverse results. 
For instance, in the Better Life Index published by the OECD, Finland's ranking varies from 
first to 22
nd
, depending on the weighting placed on the various components of the index (Fig-
ure 11). If all 11 components were neutrally weighted, Finland would rank 10
th
. Allocating the 
maximum weighting to the component describing education, and the minimum to all others, 






Figure 11. Variation of Finland's placement in the OECD's Better Life Index, 
weighting the components differently  
(Source: http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org). 
 
Most of the index-based comparisons presented above are based on a high number of indi-
vidual indicators; in each case, these have been combined into an overall indicator on the 
basis of a certain, predetermined selection and valuation mechanism. This approach has the 
advantage of providing a clear overview of complex phenomena, but the disadvantage of 
concealing some uncertainties and distinctions. In addition, when communicating on the re-
sults, little attention tends to be paid to the subjective interpretations and valuations that oc-
curred in the selection and weighting of the indicators. 
To gain the most reliable overview of key areas of sustainable development, data must be 
combined from different types of comparisons. In addition to international comparisons, the 
most comprehensive use should be made of national databases; in the case of most coun-
tries, these offer the potential for a considerably more detailed and chronologically compre-
hensive, varied review that takes better account of different target groups. When meeting the 
goals and targets of sustainable development, the widest possible use should be made of the 
value-based perspectives of various stakeholder groups, in addition to statistical data and 
research-based knowledge. 
 
5.2. Stakeholder groups' and experts' views 
The Avain2030 project arranged two workshops on 29 April 2016, one for stakeholder groups 
(the member organisations of the Finnish National Commission on Sustainable Development 
and the Development Policy Committee) and the other for experts on sustainable develop-
ment and indicators. The stakeholder group workshop had 30 participants, the expert work-
shop seven. The participants were broadly representative of NGOs and interest groups that 
are member or deputy member organisations of the committees. The aim of the workshop 
was to communicate the preliminary results of the project and explore which issues and phe-




SDGs. The workshop was preceded by an analysis, by the project team, of Finland's 
strengths and weaknesses in implementing the Agenda. A large number of indicators were 
used for the analysis, the preliminary results of which were presented to the participants, who 
then considered Finland's strengths and weaknesses in greater detail.  
The electronic Screen.io software was used in the workshop to provide a general assessment 
of the current status of the 17 SDGs from the viewpoint of Finland's strengths and weak-
nesses (Figure 3). Participants were requested to assess each SDG on a scale of 1–5 (1= 
Finland faces major challenges in implementing the SDG; 5= Finland leads the way in imple-
menting the SDG worldwide). In addition, the participants recorded qualitative grounds for 
their views. An open, general discussion was conducted after the written assessment.  
During the third stage, the participants were divided into three small groups to continue 
elaborating on the three key challenges. The participants were allowed to join whichever 
group they wished. The work in groups was in two parts, one exploring the status of the SDG 
and another in which a solution was sought. The participants took turns to assess each issue. 
They were asked to begin by writing (onto a post-it note) the key reasons why Finland faces 
challenges in implementing the SDG in question. They then discussed the reasons given. 
Next, they were asked to write down – again on post-its – proposals for measures that 
Finland could take to improve the issue, which were also presented to the group. Finally, the 
views of all the groups were summarised in a joint discussion.  
The workshop ended with an expert panel discussion on the afternoon of 29 April, at which 
experts commented on the preliminary results emerging from the stakeholders' perspectives. 
Lists of participants in the stakeholder group workshop and expert panel form Appendix 3 of 
this report.  
The views of the stakeholder groups were also discussed in two expert seminars, on 11 May 
2016 (sustainable development expert panel) and 12 May 2016 (sustainable development 
indicator network). These gave the experts the opportunity to complement and comment on 
the preliminary results of the project.  
The participants of the stakeholder group workshop viewed Finland as having fairly good, 
general prerequisites for fulfilling the Sustainable Development Goals of Agenda 2030 (Fig-
ure 12). It was thought that the best prerequisites existed for SDG 6 “Ensure availability and 
sustainable management of water and sanitation for all”. The greatest challenge was though 
to lie in the implementation of SDG 8, “Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable eco-
nomic growth, full and productive employment and decent work for all”. Other SDGS consid-
ered challenging for Finland included number 13, “Take urgent action to combat climate 







Figure 12. Stakeholder group representatives' views of Finland's key areas in 
terms of sustainable development. 
 
The participants in the stakeholder group workshop had the opportunity to comment on all 
SDGs separately via the electronic Screen.io platform. Summaries of the written comments 
received are listed below for each SDG:  
1. End poverty in all its forms everywhere. 
The responses emphasised the fact that although – in international comparisons – 
Finland absolutely is a wealthy country, subjective poverty is real. Unemployment, 
social exclusion and inequality were viewed as problems for Finland. The respon-
dents believed that a strong social security system would help mitigate these issues. 
Technological development was regarded as a threat to employment and the social 
security system reform as an opportunity, particularly in terms of the proposed basic 
income system. Cuts to Finland's development aid were viewed as impeding inter-
vention to ease global poverty. 
2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture. 
The responses to SDG 2 focused on the fact that domestic food security is at a high 
level in general. So-called breadlines (people queueing for free food distributed by 
charities) were highlighted as one of the problems related to inequality. However, 
obesity and unhealthy diets were considered bigger problems for Finland than lack of 
food. With respect to agriculture, the reduction of harmful environmental impacts was 
emphasised. In addition, farmers' dwindling prospects of investing in sustainable pro-
duction methods and deploying innovations were regarded as critical issues. 
3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages. 
For SDG 3, challenges related to mental well-being were given a particular emphasis 
in relation to Finland. The answers suggest that different responses should be made 
to the specific challenges facing certain population groups. Special groups mentioned 
included those suffering from mental health problems, physically inactive young peo-




plenty of information is available on the prerequisites of a healthy lifestyle and well-
being. 
4. Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning oppor-
tunities for all.  
In general, the responses acknowledged Finland's exemplary performance in educat-
ing its citizens and that considerable future investment will be required to maintain 
this level of success. The recent education cuts were considered a clear threat. The 
education system was generally considered equal, but better integration of immi-
grants was regarded as particularly challenging. Greater flexibility was called for in 
vocational education. 
5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls. 
The responses regarding SDG 5 revealed that views differ: in the view of some re-
spondents, there is plenty of room for improvement in Finland, while others regarded 
the situation as fairly good. Equality was regarded as one of Finland's strengths, par-
ticularly in international comparisons. Inequality in pay between men and women 
emerged as the clearest flaw. Concerns included violence and harassment directed 
at women and the risk of social exclusion among men due to lower educational at-
tainment. 
6. Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all. 
With regard to SDG 6, the sufficient quantitative availability of water was not viewed 
as a problem for Finland. Finland's water resources were viewed as ample and the 
water infrastructure as advanced, but water quality issues emerged with regard to the 
supply of clean water. Mining industry wastewater was mentioned as one of the risks. 
So-called virtual water, the hidden flow of water used by Finns through consumption, 
was viewed as a problem in areas where water is scarce.  
7. Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all. 
The responses suggest that Finland's greatest challenge in developing its energy 
system lies in its ability to predict changes in energy technology and systematically 
develop new solutions suitable for Finnish conditions. Reform of the energy system 
was viewed as considerably lagging behind the need for change. A policy based too 
exclusively on bioenergy was considered risky and the potential of new, diversified 
forms of energy production was emphasised. Energy saving and other approaches 
targeting energy consumption were not mentioned in the responses. 
8. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive 
employment and decent work for all. 
Various types of labour market inflexibility – viewed as hindering employment and 
undermining Finland's international competitiveness – were viewed as the key single 
issue in the implementation of SDG 8. Proposed solutions included more freedom to 
make local agreements between employers and employees, less rigid regulation and 
support for entrepreneurship and new operating models. The responses emphasised 
competitiveness as the source of economic growth, while – on the other hand – 
questioning the need for such growth. They suggest that Finland has ample but sup-
pressed or underused economic potential. 
9. Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialisation and 
foster innovation. 




lems were detected in the implementation of effective, expertise-based solutions. 
Support was called for with respect to development activities and the involvement of 
citizens in particular. The responses saw room for improvement in the leveraging of 
home markets, particularly with regard to cleantech investments. 
10. Reduce inequality within and among countries. 
The responses related to SDG 10 regarded Finnish society as equal in international 
comparisons, but as a place in which a trend towards inequality has begun. Addi-
tional measures were required in order to reduce inequality. Cuts to development aid 
were criticised as was unwillingness to actively address the economic mechanisms 
and structures that foster inequality. One of the examples mentioned was the discus-
sion on so-called tax havens, which was a topical issue at the time of the workshop.  
11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable. 
The current state of SDG 11 and the possibilities for its implementation were consid-
ered good, particularly if plans for smart and clean cities are realised. The possibility 
of political extremism undermining the basis of Finland's free and open society was 
cited as a threat.  
12. Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns. 
Sustainable public contracts and genuine consumer choice were considered key is-
sues in the implementation of SDG 12. Energy and material consumption were con-
sidered high in Finland. Concern was expressed on how to cover offshored produc-
tion in indicators depicting the sustainability of development. 
13. Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. 
For SDG 13, the responses emphasised the need to act considerably more rapidly 
than now, to pursue an active, determined national climate policy, and to take broad 
account of climate protection within society. More boldness was called for in introduc-
ing new technologies. 
14. Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustain-
able development. 
The need for international cooperation was emphasised in the implementation of 
SDG 14. Finland has drawn attention to the state of the Baltic Sea, for instance by 
means of a survey of underwater biodiversity. Deficiencies in the implementation and 
supervision of international conventions and national legislation were highlighted. 
15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably 
manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and 
halt biodiversity loss. 
Views were divided with regard to SDG 15, particularly concerning the sustainability 
of forest use. Potential conflicts between promoting the bioeconomy and the protec-
tion of forest ecosystems were highlighted. The responses emphasised the need to 
take better account of ecosystem services. 
16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide ac-
cess to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all 
levels. 
Finland's preconditions for implementing SDG 16 were considered good, but its re-
cent performance was criticised with respect to issues such as lack of grip in solving 
problems related to international taxation. Finland was viewed as a peaceful society, 




responses bemoaned the lack of general knowledge of what makes societies stable 
and peaceful. 
17. Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalise the global partnership for sus-
tainable development.  
The recent cuts to development cooperation funds were regarded as the key risk to 
the implementation of this objective. However, the starting points were considered 
good. Engaging in a commitment to a genuine global partnership at the highest politi-
cal level was viewed as the key issue. Long-term cooperation between various actors 
based on seeking new initiatives was considered important. 
The three most critical goals 
The responses from stakeholder groups and the general workshop discussion suggest that 
Finland's greatest challenges lie in the management of environmental and climate-related 
issues, and in employment and the economy (Goals 8, 12 and 13). The situation in Finland 
was generally regarded as good with respect to goals related to social issues (education 4, 
health 3), but a particular challenge lies in cuts to education expenditure and the expanding 
well-being gap between social groups. These views tended to echo the results of interna-
tional, indicator-based comparisons of Finland's strengths and weaknesses. Feedback from 
experts was mainly in agreement with the order of priority of goals proposed by the stake-
holder groups. 
With regard to goal 8 (promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full 
and productive employment and decent work for all), many participants in the stakeholder 
group workshop highlighted the current transition in working life and the structural barriers to 
new forms of work. Such barriers include welfare traps within social security and insufficient 
security for start-ups. Lifelong learning, retraining and support for entrepreneurship were con-
sidered key factors in adapting to the ongoing change: 
“Entrepreneurship and new business models should be supported and busi-
ness activities made as easy as possible. At present, bureaucracy and the 
administrative burden hamper development while, for example, the introduc-
tion of a range of excellent operating models promoting sustainable develop-
ment is prevented by legislation or excessively strict interpretations by the au-
thorities.” 
“Structural change in production is essential in Finland, in order to keep 
abreast of international development and competition for sustainable economic 
growth, sustainable services and products. In addition, societal structures and 
labour market organisations must provide more effective and flexible support 
for change.” 
Growing income differences in Finland were regarded as a threat, not only to the implementa-
tion of SDG 8 but for the attainment of other sustainable development goals: 
“Preventing the growth of the income gap is the key way of facilitating the re-
alisation of other sustainable development goals and targets.” 
“A floundering economy and failures in economic policy involve the risk of 




Participants within the small group pointed out that one explanation for Finland's situation lies 
in the fact that the current measures support large enterprises rather than economic reform 
through small start-ups. It was also stated that sustainable economic growth will be difficult to 
achieve if the focus remains on traditional industries. The objective of economic growth and 
competitiveness was viewed as problematic, because greater competitiveness will not lead to 
global sustainability. Three key measures for improving Finland's situation emerged from the 
group's discussions: adaptation of labour legislation and changes in Finland and internation-
ally, investments in future industries (e.g. renewable energy) and new methods of assessing 
such measures.  
The idea that the economy should never be the top priority was raised in the expert work-
shop. Unemployment was viewed as a major problem but stunted economic growth was not 
considered as clearly problematic as within the stakeholder groups. Attention should also be 
paid to the relationship between inequality and economic growth. Committing politicians to 
sustainable development objectives was considered a key issue. Analyses and indicators 
regarding so-called decouplings were viewed as useful in this discussion. Decouplings refer 
to a form of development in which well-being and sustainability do not necessarily require 
economic growth. 
In many comments, Goal 12 (ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns) was 
regarded as a particularly difficult issue from Finland's perspective.  
“This would require a clear change in overall public attitudes. That would be 
very challenging but not impossible. We would need good examples that ‘lead 
the way’ for the masses.” 
“This is a major challenge for Finland, both in terms of consumption and pro-
duction.” 
Several participants emphasised the role of public procurement, hoping for a closer linkage 
between the principles of sustainability and such procurements. Citizens were viewed as 
having rather limited opportunities to influence the achievement of this goal: 
“Wider use than now must be made of solutions based on renewable raw ma-
terials. Public procurement plays a key role in consumption. Should renewable 
raw materials be defined as a criterion for public procurement?” 
“Public procurement is still very often unsustainable. That should change.” 
“Citizens have few opportunities to influence this issue. Consumption is basi-
cally non-sustainable and sustainable products and services are only made 
available through special measures. For instance, the availability of local food 
is more the exception than the rule.” 
While society's knowledge of the issue was regarded as high in general, it had not resulted in 
changes in behaviour. Mere awareness does not necessarily result in lifestyle changes: 
“The Finnish people are already fairly well-informed consumers. More incen-
tives must be provided for genuine choice. Price policy is challenging => how 
to ensure a reasonable income for both producers and consumers, while pro-




At the teamwork stage, the participants named the following as specific reasons for the cur-
rent situation: centralised markets, production and services, unsustainable public procure-
ment, bureaucratic barriers and too large an environmental footprint related to food, housing 
and transport. The group proposed the following solutions: enhancing the sustainability and 
transparency of public procurement, a transition from ownership to service consumption, and 
an experimental society. Members of the expert panel, on the other hand, emphasised the 
importance of increasing service exports and called for more discussion of the bioeconomy 
and innovative building.  
With regard to Goal 13 (take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts), the 
scale of the required measures and, in particular, the urgency of the matter emerged as the 
primary challenges. The participants pointed out that Finland's current climate policy is in-
adequate. Other causes of concern included the lack of urgency in actions taken and 
Finland's lack of political boldness. Finland was viewed as lagging behind its peer group of 
countries, although it was also pointed out that Finland is doing plenty to combat and adapt to 
climate change.  
“We are clearly lagging behind our neighbouring countries in climate action, 
much could already have been done and we are still reacting slowly. We do 
not consider combating climate change as important as we should.” 
“This is one of the key goals of the Agenda and Finland is nowhere near pur-
suing sufficiently ambitious objectives at EU level and at home. We need to 
shape up, if we want the implementation of the entire Agenda to be possible 
on a global scale. And act NOW, not tomorrow.” 
“Finland would have the opportunity to deploy new technologies in curbing cli-
mate change, but seems to lack the courage to invest in them.” 
“We have strong, internationally acknowledged expertise that could be used 
more efficiently. National policy measures are lagging behind.” 
At the teamwork stage, group members cited the following reasons for the current situation: a 
feeble, conservative steering policy impeded by lack of ambition; Finland's special climate 
and geographical location; change resistance within society and the incapacity of the current 
economic system to encourage measures that mitigate climate change. The solutions listed 
included modifying support policy to make it investment-driven; the reform of transport policy 
and enhancement of business opportunities related to curbing climate change on the basis of 
factors such as open data; support for start-ups and the export of cleantech. The expert 
workshop discussed the extent to which Finland's climate policy problems can genuinely be 
grounded in issues related to climate and the economic structure. Proposed additional meas-
ures included environmental taxes and a “systematic transition” throughout society. 
Feedback obtained from stakeholder group workshop participants  
After the workshop, a feedback questionnaire was sent to the participants in the stakeholder 
group. They were asked to rate the workshop on a scale of 1 to 5 (poor – excellent) and 
make free-form comments. Highly positive feedback was received, revealing that the work-
shop's opinion-gathering methods were regarded as its best aspect. On the other hand, too 
little time was allocated to the formulation of responses and discussion. The majority of the 
respondents found the workshop useful and personally beneficial. Most described the work-





6. CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF RECOM-
MENDATIONS 
 
6.1. Summary of key areas of sustainable development in 
Finland 
On the basis of the indicator-based materials, views of stakeholder groups and literature-
based information collected for the project, Finland's particular strengths were identified as 
strong educational provision and competencies (Agenda 2030 Goal 4 in particular) and socie-
tal stability (Goal 16 in particular). Particular attention should be paid to these subject areas in 
order to maintain and improve on their current good status. Finland could set an example at 
global level by developing these areas, even if Finnish operating models cannot be directly 
transferred to different circumstances and societies. 
Within education, methods must be found of securing equal learning opportunities for all. To 
ensure social stability, Finland requires improved foresight with respect to rapidly changing 
internal and external threats – and opportunities. The key subject areas outlined in the 
Avain2030 project relate to these goals and the related observations are listed in tables 3 and 
4. 
 







Table 4. Key factors in terms of social stability. 
 
 
On the basis of the indicator-based materials, stakeholder group views and literature-based 
information collected for the project, combating climate change and excessive use of natural 
resources (Goal 13 in particular), alongside economic development and employment trends 
(Goal 8 in particular) were recognised as Finland's key weaknesses. Compared to many 
other countries, Finland is performing well in both theme areas but development has been 
unsatisfactory in recent years. Key features related to these goals and outlined in the 
Avain2030 project are presented in tables 5 and 6. 
In recent years, climate policy has been a key sector of international environmental policy. 
The related sustainable development goal 13 was therefore highlighted as a key national 
challenge. It is important to address environmental challenges to ensure that, for instance, 
enhancing energy efficiency or transitioning to renewable energy sources do not lead to the 
unsustainable use of natural resources. That is why climate and resource issues should be 
considered together. In terms of climate policy, the sheer magnitude and speed of the re-
quired changes are challenging, since they exceed the customary pace of societal change. 
Development of the energy system in particular is slow in many respects. It is difficult to ac-
celerate long-term investments in energy production in a cost-efficient manner. A high initial 
level and so-called rebound effects make the improvement of energy efficiency challenging. 
On the other hand, decentralised bioenergy in particular has promising development potential 
for Finland.  
In terms of economic policy, the challenge lies in finding new ways of creating employment 
and maintaining well-being amongst more stringent global competition and the global trans-
formation in production. The stakeholder group workshop, in particular, criticised economic 
growth as a target of sustainable development. Some participants also questioned viewing 
full employment and traditional jobs as self-evident social objectives. On the other hand, 
some stakeholder groups specifically regarded full-time, traditional, paid employment as a 




Specific common factors among environmental and employment challenges include the dis-
cussion of the circular economy (e.g. Seppälä et al. 2016a) and green economy (Seppälä et 
al. 2016b) and the more general debate on decoupling well-being, economic growth and envi-
ronmental hazards. At best, simultaneous management of these challenges will contribute to 
finding completely new ways of maintaining the sustainable well-being of both people and the 
environment.  
 
Table 5. Key factors in terms of employment and the economy. 
 
 






6.2. Recommendations on the implementation of the national 
sustainable development action plan 
The Sustainable Development Key Issues and Action Plan 2030 (Avain2030) project ana-
lysed Finland's focus areas within the framework of the UN's sustainable development pro-
gramme, Agenda 2030. The project identified national strengths and weaknesses at the level 
of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) specified during the Agenda 2030 process 
and assessed the effectiveness of the indicators proposed for defining the Agenda 2030 tar-
gets. The project aimed not only to provide an overview of development in Finland, but to 
identify weak signals of development trends, particularly on the basis of a stakeholder group 
process. Specific proposals on the implementation of the national sustainable development 
implementation plan can be formulated on the basis of the project's results. 
Avain2030 project's recommendations for the implementation of the national sustainable 
development action plan: 
1. Introduce a participatory internal process within administration 
While the survey of administrative departments provides an interesting basis for further dis-
cussion, complementary work is required.  
The stakeholder group workshop method used for this project seems effective in terms of the 
internal collection of information within the administration and further consideration of the 
subject. It is recommended that the survey material (see Chapter 3) be completed on the 
basis of participatory information collection, requesting respondents to consider the previous 
responses and assess which deficiencies regarding measures taken to attain the targets are 
genuine. The resulting database will enable the development of open monitoring of the sus-
tainable development measures still involving various target groups. 
2. Discussion of the starting points of national information collection 
The indicators for global Sustainable Development Goals form a broad-based overview of 
sustainable development. However, they also involve major challenges and needs for further 
development. Reconciling the requirements of international-level indicator monitoring with 
that done at national level will be particularly challenging.  
On the whole, the Agenda 2030 indicators proposed by the UN are more suitable for depict-
ing developing, rather than rich, countries. For rich countries, different indicators are required 
in certain respects, in order to provide genuine support for ambitious national implementation 
plans. The UN's proposed indicator set is a poor tool for describing nationally essential issues 
in a concise and policy-relevant form.  
At best, the process of developing monitoring indicators that describe the implementation of 
sustainable development goals and targets serves as an incentive mechanism for various 
actors. However, these indicators must be adapted to meet the needs of their users and the 
context in which they are used, and to ensure that they genuinely describe development to-
wards implementing a certain goal or target. The identification of local, sector-specific and 
national monitoring requirements would provide an opportunity to help shape the international 
development of indicators. Direct dialogue with other countries and actors implementing the 




A national analysis in line with the indicators proposed by the UN would be highly resource 
intensive, due to the high number of indicators and the fact that information is not directly 
available from domestic statistical systems in the case of all of the indicators. In addition, the 
proposed indicators continue to involve a high degree of uncertainty and leave room for inter-
pretation; this calls for the allocation of adequate resources to the formation of individual indi-
cators in order to ensure international compatibility.  
3. International comparative data and work with stakeholder groups to expand the knowledge 
base 
An open-minded trial should be performed on the broader exploitation of existing information 
production in the monitoring and communication of sustainable development. For instance, 
country reviews that are a fit with sustainable development topics could be developed from 
international comparisons produced by various parties. These would enable a rough descrip-
tion of the fulfilment of the goals and targets and engage various parties in a discussion of the 
best ways of measuring development. In the best case scenario, this would bring parties into 
the discussion that are currently engaged in work which overlaps or competes with sustain-
able development reporting. 
It would be important to broadly involve the expertise of stakeholder groups in the monitoring 
of sustainable development. The participatory stakeholder group working methods deployed 
in this project provide an example of a fruitful approach. 
The Commitment 2050 process
6
 is one of the operating models used in relation to sustain-
able-development stakeholder groups in Finland. This process would be worth using in the 
preparation of the national action plan, in order to collect information on the concrete impacts 
of the measures taken by various actors.  
4. Action plan to pave the way for sustainable development 
The main observation of the 2030 project is that, in international comparisons, Finland began 
well in the implementation of sustainable development, but has managed no clearly positive 
development in the implementation of sustainable development goals in recent years. We 
therefore need an action plan that provides a basis for monitoring progress and identifying 
the measures required to initiate positive trends in various sectors. Such a national action 
plan must be ambitious and bold. On the basis of various information sources, the Avain 
2030 project highlighted areas at which measures should be specifically targeted. 
The project clearly revealed the numerous uncertainties and viewpoints open to interpretation 
with respect to sustainable development goals and indicators. One of the tasks of the action 
plan is to create a process for updating the knowledge base used with regard to monitoring 
data and arriving at new, multiple-impact solutions in support of sustainable development. 
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APPENDIX 1. The development in Finland based on OECD indicators 
 
Appendix 1 includes selected statistical comparisons according to the 17 SDGs of the UN, 
sourced from the OECD's indicator database (https://data.oecd.org/). During the selection of 
comparisons, the most comprehensive account possible is taken of sustainable development 
targets and the proposed indicators for them. Indicators evaluated as essential with regard to 
achieving the SDG are included, even if they are not mentioned in the descriptions of the 
targets. Detected links with the indicators proposed by the UN are given in connection with 









The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  







Source: https://data.oecd.org/earnwage/average-wages.htm  
 
 
2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture. 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/oda/food-aid.htm 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  







Source: https://data.oecd.org/agrland/agricultural-land.htm  
 
 
3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages. 
 






The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
3.2.2. Neonatal mortality rate  
 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/healthres/doctors.htm#indicator-chart 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  







Source: https://data.oecd.org/healthres/nurses.htm#indicator-chart  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
3.c.1. Health worker density and distribution 
 
 







Source: https://data.oecd.org/healthrisk/daily-smokers.htm  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  




Source: https://data.oecd.org/healthstat/suicide-rates.htm  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  








The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  




Source: https://data.oecd.org/healthrisk/alcohol-consumption.htm  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
3.5.2. Harmful use of alcohol, defined according to the national context as alcohol per capita consumption 








The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
3.6.1. Death rate due to road traffic injuries 
 
 































5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls. 
 




 Source: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/discriminatory-family-code.htm  
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
5.3.1. Proportion of women aged 20-24 years who were married or in a union before age 15 and 







Source: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/violence-against-women.htm#indicator-chart  




Source: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/women-political-voice.htm#indicator-chart  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  












 Source:  https://data.oecd.org/water/waste-water-treatment.htm 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  











 Source: https://data.oecd.org/energy/renewable-energy.htm#indicator-chart 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  




8. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive employment 
and decent work for all. 
 
Source: https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gross-domestic-product-gdp.htm 
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
8.1.1. Annual growth rate of real GDP per capita 
 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/unemp/unemployment-rate.htm  
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
















Source: https://data.oecd.org/earnwage/wage-levels.htm#indicator-chart  
 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/youthinac/youth-not-in-employment-education-or-training-neet.htm 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  


























Source: https://data.oecd.org/tax/tax-on-corporate-profits.htm  
 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/tax/social-security-contributions.htm#indicator-chart 
 The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
8.b.1. Total government spending in social protection and employment programmes as a proportion 




9. Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialisation and foster 
innovation. 
 
Source: https://data.oecd.org/transport/passenger-transport.htm  
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
9.1.2. Passenger and freight volumes, by mode of transport 
 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/air/air-and-ghg-emissions.htm  




 9.4.1. CO2 emission per unit of value added 
 
Source: https://data.oecd.org/rd/gross-domestic-spending-on-r-d.htm 
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  
9.5.1. Research and development expenditure as a proportion of GDP 
 
 
 Source:  https://data.oecd.org/broadband/wireless-mobile-broadband-subscriptions.htm 




 9.c.1. Proportion of population covered by a mobile network, by technology 
 
Source: https://data.oecd.org/transport/infrastructure-investment.htm  
 
 











































11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable. 
 






12. Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns. 
No indicators directly linked to UN targets are available. 
 
 
13. Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. 
No indicators directly linked to UN targets are available. 
 
 










Source: https://data.oecd.org/fish/aquaculture-production.htm#indicator-chart  
 
15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage 
forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss. 
 





Source: https://data.oecd.org/forest/forest-resources.htm  
 
 
16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to 
justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels. 
 
 Source: https://data.oecd.org/inequality/violence-against-women.htm#indicator-chart  




17. Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable 
development. 
 






 Source: https://data.oecd.org/drf/private-flows.htm  
 
Source: https://data.oecd.org/broadband/fixed-broadband-subscriptions.htm#indicator-chart 
The Agenda2030 indicator related to the topic:  






APPENDIX 2. Finland in the selected recent country comparisons 
Selected international comparisons utilised in the analyses conducted in the Avain2030 pro-
ject are listed below. For each comparison, the ten best-performing countries, and, if neces-
sary, Finland's placement are given. 
 
Comparisons that describe development on a broad basis 
 
Sustainable gov-







ment Index  
The World's 
First SDG Index  
1 Sweden Australia Sweden  Finland Norway Sweden 
2 Norway Sweden Spain  Sweden Australia Norway 
3 Denmark Norway Portugal  Norway Switzerland Denmark 
4 Switzerland Switzerland France  Denmark Denmark Finland 
5 Finland Denmark Hungary  Luxembourg Netherlands Switzerland 
6 Germany Canada Norway  Switzerland Germany Germany 
7 Estonia United States Denmark  New Zealand Ireland Netherlands 
8 Luxembourg New Zealand United Kingdom  Iceland United States Belgium 
9 United Kingdom Iceland Tunisia  Australia Canada Iceland 
10 Netherlands Finland Ireland  Ireland New Zealand France 




















neurship Index  
1 Norway Norway Singapore Switzerland Liechtenstein Maldives United States 




3 Denmark Sweden Australia United States Norway China Australia 
4 
New Zea-
land Denmark Finland Germany Qatar Spain 
Denmark 
5 Sweden Estonia Slovenia Netherlands 
Macao SAR, 
China Viet Nam 
Sweden 
6 Canada Luxembourg Sweden Japan Bermuda Singapore Taiwan 
7 Australia Australia Norway 
Hong Kong 




lic Switzerland Finland Australia Latvia 
Switzerland 
9 Finland Finland Canada Sweden Denmark Malta 
United Kingdom 
10 Ireland Slovenia Germany 
United King-
dom Sweden El Salvador 
France 
     






















Children  Open data index  
1 Finland Denmark Finland Denmark Ireland Denmark Taiwan 
2 Iceland Switzerland Norway Finland Finland Finland United Kingdom 
3 Germany Iceland Iceland Sweden Switzerland Norway Colombia 
4 Japan Norway Denmark New Zealand Netherlands Switzerland Finland 
5 Sweden Finland Sweden Netherlands New Zealand Austria Uruguay 
6 Denmark Canada Switzerland Norway Sweden Netherlands Australia 
7 Norway Netherlands United States Switzerland United Kingdom Ireland Denmark 
8 Austria New Zealand Germany Singapore Norway Estonia Norway 
9 Hungary Australia Latvia Canada Denmark Slovenia France 




















1 Finland  Guinea-Bissau Eritrea Guyana United States 
Prince Edward 
Islands Denmark 
2 Iceland  Malawi Timor-Leste Bolivia China 
Howland Island 
and Baker Island 
United King-
dom 
3 Sweden  Nepal Haiti Australia India Macquarie Island Sweden 
4 Denmark  Mozambique Bangladesh Canada Chile 
Head and McDon-
ald Islands Belgium 
5 Slovenia  
Central African 
Republic Afganistan Mongolia Germany Phoenix Group France 
6 Spain  Zambia Pakistan Finland Brazil 
Northern Saint-
Martin Cyprus 
7 Portugal  Rwanda Burundi Congo Mexico New Caledonia Marocco 
8 Estonia  
Congo. Dem. 
Rep. Malawi Sweden France  Glorioso Islands Italy 
9 Malta  Burkina Faso 
Congo, Democ-
ratic Republic of Estonia Canada Jarvis Island Ireland 
10 France  Burundi Mozambique Paraguay Australia Germany Luxembourg 
  
Finland (126) Finland (136) 
 







APPENDIX 3: Participants in the stakeholder and expert workshops by the Avain2030-project 
 
Participants in the Avain 2030 project stakeholder group workshop 29 April 2016 
Marjo Priha, The Finnish Association for Environmental Education 
Tiina Vyyryläinen, Association of Finnish tourism and restaurant services MaRa ry 
Maria Mekri, SaferGlobe 
Sarika Koponen, KELA – The Social Insurance Institution of Finland 
Maria Höyssä, Finland Futures Research Centre 
Anna-Stiina Lundqvist, Kepa, the umbrella organisation for Finnish civil society organisations 
Katja Matveinen, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 
Riina Vuorento, Ministry of Education and Culture 
Nora Forsbacka, Kehys - The Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU 
Jukka Makkonen, The Finnish Energy Industries 
Marjukka Mähönen, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 
Anna Lemström, FIBS 
Jouni Nissinen, The Finnish Association for Nature Conservation 
Heini Röyskö, DPC, the National Commission on Sustainable Development 
Jouni Lind, Federation of Finnish Technology Industries 
Maija Heikkinen, Finnish Forest Industries Federation 
Riikka Kaukoranta, Väestöliitto, the Family Federation of Finland 
Maria Höyssä, Finland Futures Research Centre 
Noora Simola, Finnish Evangelical Lutheran Mission 
Annika Lindblom, Ministry of the Environment 
Aino Friman, SaferGlobe 
Erkka Laininen, the OKKA Foundation 
Helena Laukko, UNA Finland 
Veera Vehkasalo, UNA Finland 
Leena Simonen, Consumers' Union of Finland 
Abdule Mahamed, Finnish Somali League 
Ilona Hatakka, the Finnish Red Cross 
Tuuli Nummelin, FIBS 
Laura Sarlin, Ministry of Transport and Communications 
 
Participants in the Avain 2030 expert workshop 29 April 2016: 
Erja Fagerlund, Ministry of Employment and the Economy/EIO 
Hannele Ilvessalo-Lax, South Ostrobothnia Centre for Economic Development, Transport and 
the Environment 
Sauli Rouhinen, Ekosäätiö foundation 
Eeva Hellström, Sitra 
Juha-Matti Katajajuuri, Natural Resources Institute Finland 
Leo Kolttola, Statistics Finland 
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